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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of this application, as amended, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-4 are pending in this application. Claims 1-4 have been rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,402,148 (Post et al.). 

Post et al. discloses "a method for simultaneously displaying images of different 
resolutions on a single raster scan video monitor." The apparatus includes a high-speed video 
graphics card having a memory (high speed memory) and a low speed video graphics card 
having a memory (low speed memory). (Column 3, Lines 7-8 and 26-28 and Column 5, Lines 
13-16) The video output of both memories are combined and displayed on the raster scan video 
monitor. A video controller in the low-speed video card directly receives data from the CPU 
and a video controller in the high-speed video card indirectly receives data from the CPU 
through an interface memory 24 before storing it in video memory. Moreover, Post et al. 
discloses that a data acquisition card receives analog data which is digitized and then processed 
and delivered directly to an input data memory before being delivered to the low speed video 
graphics card. (Column 3, Lines 12-26) Thus, the video cards interface with the CPU which is 
used to transfer data between an input source (e.g., the data acquisition card) and the video 
memory via the system bus. Post et al. does not teach or suggest the transfer of data between 
selectors nor would one be motivated to do so from the teaching of Post et al. Post et al. does 
not teach or suggest selectively storing the analog data in either the high speed memory or the 
low speed memory. 

Nowhere in the sections cited by the Examiner or elsewhere does Post et al. teach or 
suggest "a first memory for selectively storing multimedia image data received at a service 
request of the mobile terminal or text data and background screen image data provided for a 
display service of the mobile terminal," as recited in Claim 1. Nor does Post et al. disclose "a 
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first selector for selectively providing, in response to a first control signal, the first memory with 
image data received at a service request of the mobile terminal or text data and background 
screen image data provided for a display service of the mobile terminal"; and "a second selector 
for selectively providing the text data and the background screen image data to the first selector 
or the second memory in response to a second control signal," as recited in Claim 2. Moreover, 
Post et al. does not disclose the concept of "selectively storing, in the first memory, multimedia 
image data received at a service request of the mobile terminal or text data and background 
screen image data provided for a display service of the mobile terminal," as recited in Claim 3. 

The Examiner admits that Post et al. does not teach "the device used in a mobile terminal, 
and a first selector to provide the first memory with image data, and a second selector to the test 
data and background image to the second memory." (Office Action, Page 3, Paragraph 2) The 
Examiner goes on to state that "it would have been obvious to add a first selector and a second 
selector to the second memory, respectively in order to provide the corresponding image data to 
the appropriate memory." (Office Action, Page 3, Paragraph 2). 

With particular regard to Claim 2, "the second selector for selectively providing the text 
data and the background screen image data to the first selector or the second memory in response 
to a second control signal," one of the distinguishing elements of Claim 2, was not addressed in 
the Office Action. Moreover, the concept of "the second selector selectively providing the text 
data and the background screen image data to the first selector or the second memory in response 
to a second control signal," is not obvious from Post et al. Accordingly, based on at least this 
reason, the rejection of Claim 2 should be withdrawn. 

Independent Claims 1, 2, and 3 are believed to be in condition for allowance. Without 
conceding the patentability per se of dependent Claim 4, it is likewise believed to be allowable 
by virtue of its dependence on independent Claim 3. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection of dependent Claim 4 is respectfully requested. 
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Accordingly, all of the claims pending in the Application, namely, Claims 1-4, are 
believed to be in condition for allowance. Should the Examiner believe that a telephone 
conference or personal interview would facilitate resolution of any remaining matters, the 
Examiner may contact Applicants' attorney at the number given below. 



DILWORTH & BARRESE 
333 Earle Ovington Blvd. 
Uniondale, New York 1 1553 
Tel: (516)228-8484 
Fax: (516)228-8516 
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